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REPLY COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

Pursuant to the Commission's Public Notice, DA 96-
358, released March 14, 1996, AT&T Corp. ("AT&T) hereby
replies to the comments of other parties on the effect of
passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 ("the Act") on
the issues raised in the Commission's prior Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the “NPRM”) in this docket.'

The comments confirm that the Act has resolved each
of the preliminary policy questions identified in the NPRM.
With virtual unanimity, commenters agree that the Act
establishes that number portability will benefit customers and
is in the public interest.? Commenters also agree that the

Commission has not only the authority, but the responsibility

In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability,

CC Dkt. 95-116, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, released
July 13, 1995. As in its Comments (“AT&T’s Comments”) on
the NPRM, AT&T uses the term “number portability” to refer
to service provider portability. A list of parties
submitting comments on the Public Notice is attached hereto
as Appendix A.

See, e.g., Ameritech, p. 1; MCI, p. 1; NCTA, p. 3; Sprint,
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p. 1; TCG, p. 2; TRA, p. 3; TWComm, p. 3.
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to ensure that number portability is implemented,?® and that
prompt implementation of number portability is essential to
the development of local exchange competition. Commenters
agree further that the Act mandates that service provider
portability not be delayed pending the availability of other
forms of portability.®

There is likewise overwhelming agreement that the
Location Routing Number (“LRN”) solution is the only means to
achieve the Act’s mandate to permit local exchange customers
to retain their telephone numbers “without impairment of
quality, reliability, or convenience”’ when choosing a new
local exchange carrier.® Commenters confirm that LRN is now
the consensus industry choice,’ consistently outscoring
alternatives in industry workshops,® and winning the
endorsement of those state commissions and workshops that have

adopted or recommended a portability solution.’ Commenters

See, e.g., Bell Atlantic, p. 2; Cox, p. 3; MCI, p. 2;
Sprint, p. 1.

See, e.qg., Ameritech, p. 1; GTE, p. 2; NYNEX, P. 2; SBC, p.
2; TWComm p. 3.

° See Act, Section 3(a) (46).

See, e.g., Ameritech, p. 5; CCTA, p. 3; Cox, p. 8; NYDPS,
p. 1; MCI, pp. 3-4; Sprint, 2.; TCG, pp. 7-8; TRA, p. 4.

See, e.g., ALTS, p. 4; Cox, p.8; TCG, p. 7; TRA, p. 4.

See, e.g., Ameritech, p. 5; BellSouth, p. 7; MCI, p. 6;
MFS, p. 6.

See, e.g., CCTA, p. 3; NYDPS, p. 1; Sprint, p. 2. Even
BellSouth, which argues that the Commission should further



also confirm that LRN is technically feasible,'® and that LRN
can easily be implemented in selected locations in mid-1997.%
Finally, commenters agree that the record is more than
sufficient to enable the Commission to implement number
portability, and that the Commission should require widespread
initial deployment of LRN in metropolitan statistical areas
(“MSAS”),12 consistent with AT&T’s recommended schedule for
deployment in at least 84 MSAs by the third quarter of 1998.%°
Predictably, a few LECs reiterate their objections

to the expeditious deployment of a permanent number

study number portability, recognizes (p. 7) that “at least
nine states have endorsed an LRN call model for a long term
number portability solution, and no other viable model has
emerged.” The industry view is best expressed by
Ameritech, which states (p. 9) that “LRN is the ideal
number portability template for all jurisdictions.”

*° see, e.g., ALTS, p. 4; Ameritech, pp. 5-8; Cox, p. 8; MFS,

p. 3; TWComm, p. 7; Sprint, p. 3.

11

See, e.g., Ameritech, p. 8.; MCI, p. 6; TRA, p. 4.

12

See, e.g., Cox, p. 9; Sprint, p. 5.
'’ see, AT&T, p. 8. Contrary to NYNEX’s suggestion (p. 5),
LRN is fully capable of supporting operator services and
“vertical” features (including Automatic Recall and
Automatic Callback), and for this reason, among others, was
selected as the permanent number portability solution in
Illinois. See Ameritech, pp. 8-9. Ironically, these
“vertical” features are not available to many customers
under the “interim” arrangements that NYNEX supports (p.
2). PacBell’s is also incorrect in asserting (p. 3) that
LRN requires a “database query by the originating switch
for every inter-switch call...” LRN will support an N-1
environment in which the next-to-last carrier, not the
originating switch, performs the database “dip.” Further,
under LRN, calls to numbers that are part of non-portable
NXXs will require no database “dip” at all.




portability solution.'® These parties suggest first that
current “interim” portability arrangements are sufficient to
promote local exchange competition. As AT&T and other
commenters have shown, however, “interim” arrangements are
technically deficient and place alternative exchange carriers
at a significant competitive disadvantage.!” Moreover, in a
number of states, incumbent exchange carriers have priced
“interim” arrangements so as to create artificial barriers to
market entry by alternative carriers. It is thus not
surprising that some incumbents prefer these inferior and
anti-competitive arrangements.®®

Second, these commenters suggest that it would be
“premature” to implement number portability'’ and that the
Commission must first amass broad categories of additional
information on permanent portability architectures and
solutions.'® These suggestions are without merit. LRN has

been closely scrutinized in nine separate state commission-

14

See, e.g., Bell Atlantic, p. 2; NYNEX, pp. 2-6; GTE, pp. 4-
8.

15

See, e.g., MCI, pp. 5-6 ; MFS, p. 8; TWComm, p. 3.
' These few carriers in fact demonstrate the practical reason
that the Commission must act expeditiously to implement
number portability. Without decisive action, many
incumbent local exchange carriers will seek to extend
indefinitely the “interim” arrangements that disadvantage
potential competitors.

17

See, e.g., BellSouth, p. 7.

' See, e.g., BellSouth, pp. 7-8; GTE, pp. 8-9.



sponsored workshops, with full participation by local exchange
carriers, interexchange carriers, and cable operators, and has
consistently been selected as the optimal permanent number
portability solution. Based on the extensive record compiled
in this proceeding and in the states, the Commission should
reject the invitation of a few incumbent carriers to
indefinitely delay implementation of number portability
pending further, unnecessary study. The Act’s requirement
that the Commission promptly establish regulations to
implement number portability,'® and the indisputable fact that
LRN is technically feasible, mandates this result.

Only PacBell suggests that there may be a current
viable alternative to LRN.?° Query on Release (“QOR”) is
PacBell’s alternative solution “du jour,’” following its now-
abandoned Release-to-Pivot (“RTP”) proposal. In contrast to
LRN, QOR has not been fully developed,?' closely scrutinized, ??
or broadly endorsed. Enough is known about QOR, however, to

conclude that it will not comply with the Act’s requirements

1 Act, Section 251(d) (1).

20 gee, PacBell, p. 4.

’l  Apparently, PacBell did not formally request that vendors
begin efforts to develop software to support QOR until
three weeks ago. See Letter (“QOR Letter”) to D. Smith,
Vice President-Sales, Ericsson, et. al. from J.W. Seaholz,
Chief Technology Officer, Bell Atlantic, et. al., dated
March 18, 1996.

’2. QOR has not been considered in even one state-sponsored

workshop.



for number portability. QOR call processing procedures will

impose significant post-dial delay on calls to customers who

have “ported” their telephone numbers, thereby ensuring that

customers will not have the ability to retain their telephone
numbers “without impairment of quality, reliability, and

convenience.”??

This post-dial delay is particularly
troublesome in the context of 911 and E911 functions, where
commenters have expressed concerns about the speed of call
completion.? For these and other reasons, even those parties
requesting QOR development recognize that it is at best an
untested interim solution that will eventually be replaced by
LRN.?® QOR is not a realistic alternative to LRN, and the
Commission should not treat it as such.

Finally, there is no reason to delay implementation

of LRN based on claims concerning costs.?® These claims by

23 Act, Section 3(a) (46). Northern Telecom has acknowledged
the inconvenience that QOR will cause on calls to ported
numbers. See Ex Parte Presentation of Northern Telecom, CC
Dkt. No. 95-116, filed March 14, 1996 (QOR and RTP “tend to
cause some call-handling inequities - only ported calls
undergo SCP queries”). In contrast, LRN will process calls
to ported and non-ported numbers in “portable” NXXs in the
same manner, ensuring uniform quality, reliability, and
convenience,

24 See NENA, p. 3.

?® See QOR Letter, p. 3 (“...this work will be to provide an
analysis on the technical and economic feasibility of
implementing QOR and transitioning at some time to an N-1
(LRN) solution”).

26

See, e.g., GTE, p. 5; NYNEX, p. 3; PacBell, p. 7.



incumbent exchange carriers have varied wildly, and in certain
instances have increased dramatically without discernible
reason.?’ As AT&T has demonstrated, the investment required
for implementation of number portability can be spread over
millions of subscriber lines and over a number of years, and
represents only a small fraction of total investment in
network infrastructure.?® Claims that the costs of number
portability outweigh its benefits are incorrect as a matter of
policy, and are foreclosed by the express provisions of the
Act.”

Conclusion

The Commission can and should extend the benefits of
number portability to local exchange customers by selecting
LRN as the uniform nationwide solution, and proceeding with
its implementation under a timetable at least as expeditious

as that outlined in AT&T's comments. Until such time as

27 pacBell, for instance, now estimates (p. 7) that deployment
of LRN in its network will cost $1 billion over a three
year period. In another recent submission to the
Commission, however, PacBell estimated that deployment of
LRN would result in an initial cost $148 million, with
recurring annual costs of $27 million. See Ex Parte
Presentation of Pacific Telesis, CC Dkt. 95-116, filed
January 16, 1996. Ironically, in repeatedly proposing
additional portability solutions (such as QOR or RTP),
PacBell consistently ignores the considerable costs,
complexities, and delays associated with implementing,
testing, and operating multiple number portability
solutions nationwide.

’® sSee AT&T Comments, CC Dkt. 95-116, NPRM, p. 33.

2% Act, Section 251(b) (2).
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permanent portability can be fully implemented, the Commission
should require that costs for “interim” arrangcments be
recovecred on a competitively-neutral basis, Lo comply with the
Act and mitigate the competitive disadvantages of these
arrangements.”  The Commission should require such
competitively—neutral cost recovery for “interim” arrangements
beginning no later than the date of its order implementing

number portability under the Act.'!

Respectfully submitted,

AT&T CORP.

C. Rosenblum
E. Hoffinger
Clifford K. Williams

Its Attorneys

Room 3244071

295 North Maple Avenue
Kasking Ridge, NJ 07920
(908) 221-3539

April 5, 1996

** New York has adopted onc such competitively-neutral cost
recovery mechanism, where the total costs of number
portability are calculated and then distributed among all
carriers based on the number of working telephone numbers.
See Order of New York Public Service Commission, Case No.
94~C-0095, dated December 12, 1995.

N Act, Section 251 (b) (2).



Parties Filing Comments
Name

AirTouch Paging, Arch Communications Group, Inc.

Ameritech Operating Companies

Association for Local Telecommunications Services

AT&T

Bell Atlantic

Bell Atlantic NYNEX Mobile, Inc.

BellSouth Corporation

California Cable Television Association

Cox Enterprises, Inc.

GTE Service Corporation

Office of County Administrator, Hillsborough County, Florida

Interactive Services Association

MCI Telecommunications Corporation

MFS Communications Company, Inc.

MobileMedia Communications, Inc.

National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners

National Cable Television Association, Inc.

National Emergency Number Association

New York State Department of Public Service

NYNEX Telephone Companies

Omnipoint Corporation

Organization for the Promotion and Advancement of Small
Telecommunications Companies

Pacific Bell

Personal Communications Industry Association

Southwestern Bell Communications

Sprint Corporation

Telecommunications Resellers Association

Teleport Communications Group, Inc.

Time Warner Communications Holdings, Inc.

United States Telephone Association

APPENDIX A

Abbreviation

Air Touch Paging
Ameritech

ALTS

AT&T

Bell Atlantic

Bell Atlantic/NYNEX
BellSouth

CCTA

Cox

GTE
Hillsborough County
ISA

MCI

MFS
MobileMedia
NARUC

NCTA

NENA

NYDPS

NYNEX
Omnipoint
OPASTCO

PacBell
PCIA
SBC
Sprint
TRA
TCG
TWComm
USTA
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Karen Gillis, do hereby certitfy that on this
5th day of April, 1996, a copy of the foregoing "Reply
Comments of AT&T Corp." was mailed by U.S. first class mail,

postage prepaid, to the parties listed on the attached.

Kwon At

~ Karen GMllis
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Werner K. Hartenberger
Laura H. Phillips
J.G. Harrington
Dow, Lohnes & Albertson
1255 Twenty-third St., NW, Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20037
Attorneys for The Ad Hoc Coalition of
Competitive Carriers
Adelphia Communications Corp.

American Personal Communications, L.P.

California Cable Television Assn.
Comcast Corp.

Continental Cablevision, inc.

Cox Enterprises, Inc.

Eastern Telelogic Corp.

Hyperion Telecommunications, Inc.
InterMedia Partners

Sprint Telecommunications Venture
TCI Communications, Inc.

Teleport Communications Group, Inc.

Mark Stachiw

AirTouch Paging

Three Forest Plaza

12221 Merrit Dr., Suite 800
Dallas, TX 75251

Carl W. Northrop

Bryan Cave LLP

Arch Communications Group

700 Thirteenth St., NW, Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20005

Charles H. Helein

Helein & Associates, P.C.

8180 Greensboro Dr., Suite 700

MclLean, VA 22101

Counsel to America's Carriers
Telecommunication Assn.

Larry A. Peck

Frank Michael Panek

Ameritech

2000 W. Ameritech Center Dr., Room 4H86
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025

Richard J. Metzger

Association for Local
Telecommunications Services

1200 18th St., NW, Suite 560

Washington, D.C. 20036

Betsy L. Anderson
Duane K. Thompson
Edward D. Young, Il
Michael E. Glover
Randal S. Milch

Beli Atlantic

1320 N. Court House Rd.
Arlington, VA 22201

John T. Scott, lll

Crowell & Moring

1001 Pennsylvania Ave., NW

Washington, D.C. 20004-2595

Attorneys for Bell Atlantic
NYNEX Mobile, Inc.

William B. Barfield

Jim O. Liewellyn

BellSouth Corporation

1155 Peachtree St., NE, Suite 1800
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

M. Robert Sutheriand

Theodore R. Kingsley

BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
4300 Southern Bell Center

675 West Peachtree St.

Atlanta, GA 30375

Alan J. Gardner
Jerry Yanowitz
Jeffrey Sinsheimer
Jennifer A. Johns

California Cable Television Association

4341 Piedmont Ave.
Qakland, CA 94611

Donna N. Lampert

Christopher A. Hold

Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris,
Glovsky and Popeo, P.C.

701 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Suite 900

Washington, D.C. 20004
Attorneys for California Cable
Television Association

Dr. Francis R. Collins

CCL Corporation

Box 272

Newton, MA 02159

Consultant to California Cable
Television Association
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Edward W. O'Neill

Ellen S. Levine

505 Van Ness Ave.

San Francisco, CA 94102

Attorneys for the People of the State of
California and the Public Utilities
Commission of the State of California

Michael F. Altschul
Randall S. Coleman
Brenda K. Pennington
Cellular Telecommunications
Industry Association
1250 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Thomas E. Taylor

Christoper J. Wilson

Frost & Jacobs

2500 PNC Center

201 East Fifth St.

Cincinnati, OH 45202

Attorneys for Cincinnati Bell
Telephone Company

Genevieve Morelli

Competitive Telecommunications Assn.

1140 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Danny E. Adams

Steven A. Augustino

Witey, Rein & Fielding

1776 K St., NW

Washington, D.C. 20006

Attorneys for The Competitive
Telecommunications Association

David C. Jatlow

Young & Jatlow

2300 N St., NW, Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20037

Attorneys for The Ericsson Corporation

Cynthia B. Miller

Florida Public Service Commission
Room 301, Gerald L. Gunter Building
2540 Shumard Oak Blvd
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0850

Kathy L. Shobert

General Communication, Inc.
901 15th St., NW, Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20005

Emily C. Hewitt

Vincent L. Crivella

Michael J. Ettner

Jody B. Burton

General Services Administration
18th & F Sts., NW, Room 4002
Washington, D.C. 20405

Snavely, King & Associates, Inc.
1220 L St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20004
Economic Consultant for

General Services Administration

John A. Malloy

Leo R. Fitzsimon

GO Communications Corporation
201 North Union St., Suite 410
Alexandria, VA 22314

David J. Gudino

GTE Service Corporation
1850 M St., NW, Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Robert C. Schoonmaker
GVNW Inc./Management
2270 LaMontana Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80918

Harold L. Stoller

Richard S. Wolters

llinois Commerce Commission
527 East Capitol Avenue

P.O. Box 19280

Springfield, IL 62794-9280

Robert M. Wienski
Sam LaMartina

Independent Telecommunications Network,

Inc.
8500 W. 110th Street, Suite 6700
Overland Park, KS 66210
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Edwin N. Lavergne Paul Rodgers
Darren L. Nunn Charles D. Gray
Ginsburg, Feldman and Bress, Chtd. James Bradford Ramsay
1250 Connecticut Ave., NW National Association of Regulatory
Washington, D.C. 20036 Utility Commissioners
Attomeys for Interactive 1102 ICC Building
Services Association Post Office Box 684
Washington, D.C. 20044
Paul Glist
Christopher W. Savage Daniel L. Brenner
John C. Dodge Neal M. Goldberg
Cole, Raywid & Braverman, L.L.P. David L. Nicoll
1919 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Suite 200 National Cable Television Association, Inc.
Washington, D.C. 20008 1724 Massachusetts Ave., NW
Attorneys for Jones intercable, inc. Washington, D.C. 20036
David L. Kahn James R. Hobson
c/o Bellatrix International Donelan, Cleary, Wood & Maser, P.C.
4055 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 415 1100 New York Ave., NW, Suite 750
Los Angeles, CA 80010 Washington, D.C. 20005-3934
Attomey for National Emergency
Catherine R. Sloan Number Association
Richard L. Fruchterman
Richard S. White Richard A. Askoff
WORLDCOM, Inc. National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
d/b/a LDDS WorldCom 100 South Jefferson Road
1120 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 400 Whippany, NJ 07981
Washington, D.C. 20036
David Cosson
Richard F. Nelson L. Marie Guillory
Marion County National Telephone Cooperative Association
Board of County Commissioners 2626 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
9-1-1 System Support Department Washington, D.C. 20037
2631 S.E. 3rd Street
Ocala, FL 34471-9101 Joel H. Levy
Cohn and Marks
Loretta J. Garcia 1333 New Hampshire Ave., NW, Suite 600
Donald J. Elardo Washington, D.C. 200368
MCI Telecommunications Corp. Attomeys for National Wireless
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW Resellers Association

Washington, D.C. 20006
Maureen O. Helmer

Andrew D. Lipman Mary E. Burgess

Russell M. Blau New York State

Swidler & Berlin, Chtd. Department of Public Service
3000 K St., NW Three Empire State Plaza
Washington, D.C. 20007 Albany, NY 12223

Attorneys for MFS Communications Co., Inc.
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Lawrence R. Krevor

Laura L. Holloway

Nextel Communications, Inc.

800 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 1001
Washington, D.C. 20006

Sydney R. Peterson
Niagara Telephone Co.
1133 Main Street
P.O.Box 3

Niagara, Wl 54151-0003

Maureen Thompson

NYNEX Telephone Companies
1095 Avenue of Americas
New York, NY 10036

Ann E. Henkener

Public Utilities Section

Public Utilities Commission of Ohio
180 East Broad Street

Columbus, OH 43266-0573

Mark J. O'Connor

Piper & Marbury L.L.P.

1200 19th St., NW, 7th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Attomeys for Omnipoint Corporation

Lisa M. Zaina

Stuart Polikoff

OPASTCO

21 Dupont Circle, NW, Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20039

Lucie M. Mates

Theresa L. Cabral

Sarah Rubenstein

Pacific Bell

140 New Montgomery St., Room 1526
San Francisco, CA 94105

James L. Wurtz

Margaret E. Garber

Pacific Bell

1275 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, D.C. 20004

Judith St. Ledger-Roty

John W. Hunter

Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
Suite 1100 East Tower

One Franklin Square
Washington, D.C. 20005
Attorneys for Paging Network, Inc.

William L. Roughton, Jr.
PCS PrimeCo, L.P.

1130 20th St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mark J. Golden

Personal Communications
Industry Assaciation

1019 19th St., NW, Suite 1100

Washington, D.C. 20036

R. Michael Senkowski

Jeffrey S. Linder

Stephen J. Rosen

Wiley, Rein & Fielding

1776 K St., NW

Washington, D.C. 20006

Attorneys for Personal Communications
Industry Association

Robert M. Lynch

Mary W. Marks

J. Paul Walters, Jr.

SBC Communications Inc.
175 E. Houston, Room 1262
San Antonio, TX 78205

Gordon F. Scherer

Susan Drombetta

Scherers Communications Group, Inc.
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Jay C. Keithley
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Kent Y. Nakamura

Sprint Corporation

1850 M St,. NW, Suite 1110
Washington, D.C. 20036
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Telemational International, Inc.
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J. Manning Lee

Gail Garfield Schwartz
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Teleport Communications Group Inc.
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Leader & Zaragoza L.L.P.
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Washington, D.C. 20006
Attorneys for Teleservices Industry
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Public Utility Commission of Texas
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Willkie Farr & Gallagher

Three Lafayette Centre

1155 21st St., NW

Washington, D.C. 20036

Attorneys for Time Wamer
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Office of Advocacy

United States Smail Business Administration
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